The presence of supportive relationships is crucial in health and sporting contexts. 2 However, the actual receipt of supportive behaviors from these relationships is sometimes 3 ineffective or even detrimental. One explanation for this inconsistency is that the amount of 4 support individuals receive might not be congruent with what they want. Using the support 5 adequacy model as a framework, the current article was the first to examine whether the 6 interaction of wanted and received support influences self-confidence and performance. In 7 two experiments, participants (ns = 88, 91) performed a golf-putting task in one of the 8 following conditions: low wanted -control (null support), low wanted -received support 9 (overprovision), high wanted -control (underprovision), and high wanted -received support 10 (adequacy). There were significant interactions of wanted and received support on self-11 confidence (Study 1 and 2) and performance (Study 2 only). More specifically, compared to 12 participants in both the underprovision and overprovision conditions, those in the adequate 13 condition had better self-confidence and performance. The findings provide important 14 experimental evidence for the support adequacy model, highlight that it is a useful framework 15 to explain the effects of received support on self-confidence and performance, and suggest 16 that an individual's support network should tailor actions to the support that the individual 17 wants.
Performance. Task performance was assessed as the mean distance the ball finished 146 from the hole in centimeters, with lower scores indicating better performance. Zero was 147 recorded for each putt that was holed. 148 Procedure. A university ethics committee approved the study and participants 149 provided informed consent. The experimenters were two male postgraduate students. The 150 first experimenter delivered the general instructions and scored the putting task; the second 151 experimenter was introduced as a golf expert to the participants, and delivered the support 152 manipulation. A third researcher, who took no further part in the data collection, established 153 the high and low wanted support groups so that the first and second experimenter were both 154 blind to whether the participants had scored high or low on wanted support. These groups 155 were then provided to the second experiment in lists labelled group A and B.
156
Before entering the laboratory, participants in the high wanted support group (A: n = recorded on a digital camera and the video shown in teaching and presentations, that the three 171 worst performers would be interviewed, and that cash prizes would be awarded for the top 172 three performers (£30, £20, £10, respectively).
173
In addition to the general instructions, participants in the support condition were 174 provided the following scripted message, adapted from Rees and Freeman (2010):
175
I fully believe that you will be able to execute this task successfully. I 176 would view the task as a positive and enjoyable experience. Just relax, take 177 your time, and focus on the target each time you putt. I will be here 178 throughout the task and understand how you might be feeling before this task, 179 so please feel free to ask for my help at any time.
180
Participants in the control condition received no supportive message. After the 181 support manipulation (supportive message or no message), participants completed a 182 manipulation check and measure of self-confidence. 2 The task (10 golf-putts) was then 183 performed from 2m to a regular-size hole. Once participants had completed the task, they 184 were thanked and debriefed about the aim of the study. Table 1 . The the allocation of participants into different conditions. The first and second experimenters 271 were blind to whether the participants had scored high or low on wanted support. The first 272 experimenter was also blind to whether participants would receive the support manipulation 273 or be in the control condition, and the participants were blind to the true aim of the study.
274
Initially, all participants provided demographic information before being given task 275 instructions by the first experimenter. Participants were instructed from a standardized script 276 that the aim of the study was to understand task performance using a modified putter (shown 277 to participants) under experimental conditions, followed by an explanation of the task and its 278 scoring system. Following these instructions, participants completed a measure of self-279 confidence and then performed the task. After this baseline task, participants completed a 280 measure of how much support they wanted from the golf coach if they were to perform the 281 golf-putting task again as well as a measure of their coping skills. 3
282
Before performing the golf-putting task again, participants in the high wanted support 283 group (n = 40) and low wanted support group (n = 51) were randomly assigned to an 284 experimental support condition or a control condition by the third experimenter who covertly 285 signaled this assignment to the second experimenter. There were 26 participants in the low 286 wanted support/control condition, 25 in the low wanted support/received support condition, 287 19 in the high wanted support/control condition, and 21 in the high wanted support/received 288 support condition. Prior to attempting the task, all participants received further instructions 289 highlighting the importance of the task (see Study 1). In addition, participants in the 290 experimental support condition were provided the same scripted support message as in Study 291 1. After the support manipulation, participants completed a manipulation check and measure 292 of self-confidence. The task (10 putts) was then performed. Once the participants completed 293 the task, they were thanked and debriefed about the aim of the study. explanations for why overprovision of support led unfavorable outcomes on a motor task, but 377 further research into the specific mechanisms is warranted. The findings, however, suggest 378 that providers should be cautious over when support is given. They may expend unnecessary 379 time and effort offering support that does not help or is even detrimental. Members of 380 athletes' support networks, therefore, could be educated to recognize when it is important to 381 provide support (i.e., only when individuals want support).
382
Congruent with the predictions of the support adequacy model and evidence outside 383 of sport psychology (e.g., Wolff et al., 2013) , the current studies consistently found that 384 underprovision of support had detrimental effects. Wanting but not receiving support may be 385 viewed as a negative form of social interaction, which has been found to have generally 386 stronger effects on well-being than positive interactions (Lincoln, 2000) . Indeed, researchers 387 outside of the participants' social networks. In contrast, in athletes' daily support exchanges, which further emphasizes the importance of providing adequate levels of support. These 421 studies therefore provide important experimental evidence for the support adequacy model, 422 highlight that it is a useful framework to explain the effects of received support on self-423 confidence and motor task performance, and suggest that an athlete's support network should 424 tailor their actions to the support that the athlete wants. Note. N study1 = 88, N study2 = 91. 
